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1. Introduction 
 
The border as symbol to raises societal security 
 
The concept and broader understanding of security is complex. 
“Some define security as opposed to insecurity – in negative terms when it opposes insecurity, 
and positive terms when it is considered a means of maintaining integrity of the national 
territories and of accepted institutions. Other define security in relation to threats to 
individuals and institutions. Other tentative definitions present it as a lack of threats to 
fundamental values.” (Brie, Horga & Sipos 2013: 377)  
 Especially in Europe and the United States security became one of the most urgent topics on 
every political agenda and media debate. Its impact ranges from world politics to the ordinary 
life of the individual, influencing every aspect of life in the modern era. With this in mind, 
how can be define security and narrow it to a simple conception? This question faces us with 
the difficulty that security is a dual concept itself. We cannot state that security just indicates 
the fact of being free from threats. It also functions as an instrument which helps us to avoid 
or limit potential danger. Although the pursuit of security often involves limitation of freedom 
and rights, we can hence also see it as a promotion to have the right to be free. Security forces 
us to face and identify danger such as terrorism and takes away simultaneously our personal 
freedom to feel safe in the world we are living in.  
Generally spoken we can divide security into “national security”, “collective security” and 
“human security”. National security implies the security of the state and its territory whilst 
collective security is concerned with the intergovernmental cooperation to guarantee national 
security. Human security ought to fulfil security needs of the individual which the state 
supposedly defends within the territory (Brie, Horga & Sipos 2013). These are just the 
theoretical concepts of security though. Indeed, it is the society which determines the term of 
security in politics and media. A politician will be only able to get elected and implement 
policy changes if the society agrees on his proposals and votes for it in first place. Hence, 
politicians and media have to convince the society first of a certain understanding of security 
before they can respond accordingly at the stage, where society determined this perceived 
security term and calls for actions respectively. In order to understand how this process is 
transacted we have to understand how “societal security” is defined.   
Societal security can be, in opposition to the general term of security, clearly identified with 
the perception of a threat to identity. This identity may include “the destruction of the entire 
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population as such, the destruction of the community‟s specific lifestyle, banning the 
possibility of cultural expression, the use of own language and/or religion, the occupation if a 
territory filled with historical significance for the respective group, and also permissiveness 
towards minority rights and practices which, for example, may be perceived as a threat to 
uniformity and therefore to the identity of the majority society (….) For the securitization 
process in this field reference can be made to „collective identity‟, the „we‟, exactly what 
society considers to be vital in order to exist as such. If something threatens the central 
symbol of this „we‟, it is expected to launch a call to their defence.” (Brie, Horga & Sipos 
2013: 377) 
Usually security is subject to the actions of the state and the society is not involved in the 
process. However, if the state cannot satisfy the security expectations of the society, the 
society will start to feel threatened as a “we” in their identity. This is the stage, where 
politicans and media can actively influence and regulate the security perception of the people, 
transforming “societal security” into an official political security issue. Within this 
framework, security represents power. Power of the society to interfere in the state‟s security 
agenda and power of the politicans to be enabled by the society to do so.  
There are many policy proposals which are built upon this concept. This thesis will be 
concerned with a special area of policies in terms of societal security, and fairly the most 
popular and important one in our modern age, namely migration policy.  
Many incidents in the previous years strengthened the security term in view of migration in a 
very significant way. The European migration crisis, illegal migration flows in the United 
States and global terrorism arised certain security concerns within Western society. 
Mainstream security studies, such as the Copenhagen School, would determine those events 
as principal security threats for the society. However, claiming that these occurances where 
the main reason for societal concerns would be inherently wrong. They just served as a 
catalyst in a world where people were simply not satisfied with their current politics any 
more. This dissatisfaction originated from various political circumstances per country where 
migration only hold one of a few critical positions. In order to arouse a change in this times 
the states require somebody with power to do so.  
As mentioned above, security can be concerned as one of the most powerful straegies in 
politics since they actively take affect on the society and their desire of mantaining their 
identity. Occurances in association with migration come hereby very handy for political 
processes. However, how can politicans use these security perceptions to enhance their power 
and strengthen societal security concerns simultaneously? The Copenhagen School would 
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assert that politicans use a “speech act” to determine their goals. Indeed, a simple speech act 
could not mobilise the society in such a significant way, that whole nations decide against 
moral values revolt against a whole interstatal system. The speech act in this regard has to 
follow a certain line, a strategy which is convincing enough to entrain a whole country and 
suggest them their perceptions within societal security The securitization theory uses within 
this framework facilitating conditions. Facilitating condititons are the contextual factors 
beyond the control of the speaker which nevertheless make the securitizing act more likely to 
succeed.  For instance, the economic crisis and the European refugee crisis has made the 
public more susceptible to concerns about immigration. In recent political debates and 
elections we perceived the term”border” numerous times. President-elect Trump inisted to 
“protect the US border from illegal immigrants” whilst Nigel Farage, leader of the Brexit 
campaign shouted at the British audience: “we want our borders” back. After reprocessing 
this demands, someone may ask himself why the border is so essential in this context. Both, 
the United Kingdom and the United States do have borders which are concerned as nationally 
protected. Nevertheless, Iilegal immigrantsat the U.S. border are still able to enter the country 
even though the U.S. border control is presumed as one of the most developed ones in the 
world.. In the  the United Kingdom on the other hand, immigrants from Eastern Europe did 
not even have to make the effort to overcome  border blockades. They were eligable due to 
policy resolutions to enter the country not due to unprotected borders. Thus Trump‟s and 
Farage‟s arguments fade if we perceive the border in a geographically sense. What we can 
observe here is a different perception of security related to power. Whilst the state, or rather 
the elites lift migration restrictions or negotiate them on a political level, the society opposes 
to this conception and refer to the border as a symbol of societal sovereignty, using security as 
the main argument and purpose. Brexit represented just peripheral a veto against the European 
Union. Indeed this decision illustrated a split between state and society, between elites and 
workers and a power struggle between those two parties, lead and inflamed by Farage, 
implemented by society.   
This assumption may call into question why politicans and society use the border hereby as a 
synonym and not as borders express our contending demand for equality and inequality, for 
distinction between the „familiar‟ and the „unfamiliar‟ and the social syndrome of „us‟ and 
„them‟. Furthermore borders not only illustrate social units, they also strongly they also 
strongly reinforce mutuality among people within the unit. This mutuality is characterized by 
the supply of mutual security and aid which reinforce established boundaries. Hence the 
territorial borders shape the state not only geographically but also in its social content and can 
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be therefore defined as mutually formative (O‟Dowd 2001). “Borders, therefore, express two 
universalistic features of human society – social inclusiveness and exclusiveness.” (O‟Dowd 
2001: 67). 
 
Drawing upon this assumption this thesis argues that the border itself is used by politicans and 
media as an instrument to strengthen societal security in a dimension which interferes in 
current policies and awards power to someone who can address this, earlier suggested, 
security threat. Futhermore I will lean my research on the nation states of the European Union 
and the United States as strong represenatives of national identity.  
However, in order to prove this assumption it would be utterly wrong to use mainstream 
security theories as an explanation attempt. Rather, since this thesis aims to critically assess 
the definition of societal security, critical theory and critical security studies serve as a well-
grounded foundations to determine the underlying argues. In order to prove a evidenceof 
these theories I will critically confront them with security studies and call the border, as the 
suggested representative of societal soveriegntyinto question. By analyising the conception of 
the border, it is needed to understand its function and historical meaning for the 
society.Hereby, the United Kingdom and the United States as countries of immigration serve 
as a solid empirical example.. As previously mentioned, politicans foster concerns about 
societal security due to stetegic speech acts. After analysing the border in association with 
societal security and sovereignty of the nation states in mind, this thesis chooses as an 
emiprical part the Critical Discourse analysis in order to extract political speeches in view of 
their specific context and matter. By doing so, we can practically examine how societal 
security is created and influenced and how we can critically assess the border and its usage in 
political speech and meaning  in the framework of security and power.  
Concluding, the last chapter will summarize the elaborated results and identify them. This 
chapter ought to answer the underlying research of this thesis and present an outlook of a 
futuristic scenario of a world without migration policies and borders in order to determine a new 
definition of societal security and hereby the impact of future migration and security politics. 
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2. Theoretical Foundation  
 
2.1. Critical Theory and Critical Security Studies 
 
Inside the complex field of international relations, Robert Cox differed between two types of 
methodological research approaches, the “problem-solving” and “critical” theories. Problem-
solving theories ought to illustrate neutrality against the world but also provide guidelines to 
deal with existing problems and systems. Hence they are pro-status quo. Alternatively, critical 
theory “does not take institutions and social and power relations for granted but call them into 
question by concerning itself with their origins and how and whether they might be in the 
process of changing” (Cox 1996: 208). Furthermore “Critical theory intended „not simply to 
eliminate one or other abuse‟, but to analyse the underlying social structures which result in 
these abuses with the intention of overcoming them”. (Horkheimer 1972: 206) Thus it can be 
asserted that critical theory intends to examine social structures and power relations in order 
to create equality and fairness for general welfare irrespective of superficial factors like race, 
gender or status of income and citizenship (Booth 1991: 301). Accordingly, critical theory is, 
contrary to “problem-solving” theory, concerned with sustainable social transitions and 
possible progress by the use of historiographical and descriptive procedures.  
 
Within the framework of critical theory the “neogramscian approach” of Robert Cox offers a 
theoretical model which proves beneficial for characterising the relation between social 
structures and forces as well as constitutions of state and global order. Along these lines it 
defines how hegemonic structures and social transitions influence the societies. Before 
merging this approach to the discipline of international migration it has to be elaborated to 
which type of hegemony Cox is referring to. In traditional theories in the field of International 
Relations hegemony is commonly defined as the dominance and sovereignty of one powerful 
nation state, mostly linked to military authority and economic progression. However, in 
critical theory Cox describes the hegemonic concept as a process of transnational socialisation 
by mutual consent. Derived from this assumption hegemony consists hence of social 
procedure including social, cultural and ideological aspects. Cox differs between three 
specific types of reciprocal interacting dynamics which foster the development of hegemonic 
structures. Material capabilities such as natural resources such as new technologies, generates 
the first force as a fundament. The organisation of production processes can be seen as social 
force in this regard. The second force consists out of the ideas of a collective in social order 
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and security linked with the state and the society. Consequently the third force is concerns 
with institution which ought to maintain this social order or rather world order. These forces 
cannot be seen differently since they are influencing each other mutually. From special 
interest in terms of critical theory are the second and third force. Cox points out that ideas are 
essential in order to maintain collective habits and behaviour in a social relation, such as the 
state as a formation of territorial entities with delimitations through borders which ought to 
protect the society from external danger. (Cox 1996) Competing views concerning this matter 
are integrated and necessary in this concept because “the clash of rival collective images 
provides evidence of the potential for alternative paths and developments and raises questions 
as to the possible material and institutional basis for the emergence of an alternative 
structures” (Cox 1996: 219).  Institutions on the other hand represent a significant element of 
the neogramsican definition of hegemony by merging various ideas with the universalization 
of politics (Cox 1981). Thus political actors could be seen as an institution which aims to 
maintain social order and prevent the state and society from unknown external threats.  
Concluding we can allege that critical theory, which “recognizes the political nature of 
knowledge claims” (Devetak 2013: 164) attempts to analyse the relationship between social 
structures and power. Hereby it is given highest priority to critically scrutinise the social and 
power relation in order to provoke changes in support of the oppressed minorities. Critical 
theory reject positive differentiations between certainty and value, subject and object 
assuming that theory exists for the purpose of emancipation. No one should be excluded from 
any process which affects them, actually or potentially, this becomes a very clear 
cosmopolitan universalism that suggests that the problem of order can openly be overcame 
through the progressive solution of a “social bound of all with all” (Jones 2001: 99).  
 
By Involving approaches of critical theory on international migration we are automatically 
faced with state sovereignty and securitization which leads us to the theoretical concept of 
Critical Security Studies (CSS). In the discipline of International Relations, Critical Security 
Studies can be seen as an application of the principals from the field of critical theory into 
security studies. To gain a deep insight in the foundation of CSS it pays to be useful to 
examine two scholars of CSS, Richard Wyn Jones and Ken Booth. Within his book “Security, 
Strategy and Critical Theory” Jones describes the CSS as a legacy of the Frankfurt School. He 
asserts that security studies are not only characterized by existing power complexity but also 
by legitimizing and reinforcing social orders and relations. (Jones 1999). Likewise the Critical 
Theory, the aspect of emancipation of individuals and groups identifies a crucial element of 
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CSS and is strongly related to security. An overall objective  securitization strategy in a global 
context is hence not possible, if people are submitted to inequality and normative violence. 
Furthermore Booth (1991) points out that emancipation is neither linked with exploitation of 
social formations nor with Westernization, which implicates a dispersal of Western values in 
non-Western communities (Booth 1991). Along these lines it can be argued that CCS attempts 
to encourage the state to campaign for individual freedom and does not compensate social 
security with external expenses from individuals or groups. Additionally the state ought to be 
seen as a representative of insecurity for the society.  “People in the world continue to suffer 
gross injustices, often at the hands of their governments”. (Bilgin 2003: 210) In other word we 
could assert that Critical Security Studies do not refuse state security but securitization 
executed by state sovereignty without considerations of societal concerns and individual 
security demands, not only for the states society but also for the migrants itself.  
 
2.2.Critical Discourse on mainstream Security Studies  
 
Mainstream security studies such as the Copenhagen School take a deep insight into the 
counter movement of CSS and approaches security mainly from the angle of “problem-
solving theories” using normative values and collective ideas. The Copenhagen School 
defends securitization on behalf of the state and sees the state as the central subject of 
securitization. However, this approach has been criticized by Critical Security Studies due to 
its bias. It is argued that the centered focus on the state and rationality fails to incorporate a 
range of other global security threats and encourages the existing system without the 
consideration of improvements. Booth declares the underlying realism within this concept as 
counterproductive. “One of the reasons why political realism accurately described some of the 
reality of the time was because it had helped to construct some of that reality” (Booth 2005: 
5). Deduced from this point of view the concession of security studies, such as the 
Copenhagen School, only supports current power relations linked to the state without critical 
examination and thus deteriorate the situation of individuals or groups, as immigrants and 
asylum seekers. By contrast, this study examines the concept of „societal security‟. As 
previously elaborated, security can no longer be seen as a military invention of the state. 
Various aspects such as economy, environmental protection, or human security becomes 
increasingly important to the securitization process in where political and social linguistic acts 
determine objects beyond state security and identify them as existential threat that requires 
and legitimate special methods and actions (Buzan, Waever & de Wilde: 1998).  
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Societal security in this context may frame the most essential part of this new conception. In 
this particular scenario, the purpose of securitization is not the state perceived as a 
governmental force or a territorial unity, but rather as a collective identity. Drawing upon that 
assumption the security of a society may be threatened by anything that harms the identity. 
“Societal security relates to the capability of a society to preserve its essential characteristics 
in the face of variable circumstances and despite the potential or actual threats” (Hough 2004: 
106). Identity within this framework is characterized as a bundle of ideas and actions that 
especially identifies individuals as insiders of a social group. Nations are labelled as 
imaginary communities whilst national identity is the crucial subject of the societal security 
(Anderson 1991). 
 
Buzan (1993) states that securitization has to include societal security aspects as well if it 
aims to be effective. He points out that “the societal security is an integral and important part 
of the state security […] Reducing contradictions between the state and societal security is a 
precondition for successful „national‟ security policy” (Buzan 1993: 57). Nevertheless, 
although this approach attempts to broaden the perspective of security it is still faced with 
statism, which refuses security threats outside the state sovereignty and hence for the people 
itself. Waever (1993) argues in this context that “the main units of analysis for societal 
security are politically significant ethno-national and religious identities” (Waever 1993: 22). 
He explains that identity can be described as an exclusive entity exclusionary in which 
religious, ethnic and national values clash with those who are not in possession of this entity 
and thus illustrate a threat (Waever 1993). Identity can be therefore seen as a core discipline 
of securitization and fosters subsequently threat in terms of migration. McSweeney (1999) 
attempts to provide a solution-oriented approach in terms of identity and determines that 
“identity is not a fact of society; it is a process of negotiation among people and interests 
groups” (McSweeney 1999: 73). Due to permanent changes within the patterns of society the 
focus of societal security could hence shift from religion or ethnicity towards other external 
phenomena which could be perceived as a threat. Furthermore he supplements that “the 
security problem is not there just because people have separate identities; it may well be the 
case that they have separate identities because of the security problem” (McSweeney 1999: 
73). The clash of identities has been always a crucial element of political discourses especially 
in terms of decision-making processes concerning migration. McSweeney (1999) accuses 
political representatives within their state sovereignty to “construct, negotiate, manipulate or 
affirm” identities. As a symbol for this constructed identity, the state uses a significant feature 
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of exclusiveness – the border. The border ought to serve as a protection from external 
influences and thus determine the society‟s identity and the state‟s power. The reinforcement 
of border control appears regularly as a high priority in national security agendas especially in 
terms of migration. 
 
Within this conception society is perceived as one “body” which considers everything coming 
from the outside of the society as a potential threat to their identity and security. The state in 
this framework is the only one who can prevent the society from this external danger. Even if 
sovereignty fails to control capital and information flow, it continues at least to control the 
movement of people. This process creates a unity by naming a new enemy, a new threat, 
namely the migrant and can be perceived as commonly applied political strategy which 
includes control and identity (Foucault 1999, Bigo 1998). Thus we cannot only perceive for 
instance Farage‟s call of “border reinforcement” in lines with Brexit as a denunciation of real 
drawbacks. Rather, his announcement is used as a strategic speech act. Frequently those 
speech acts arise as an element of societal security and against the state´s interests. What we 
can observe here again is the gap between elites of the state and the society, trying to take 
over sovereignty. Farage‟s policy suggestions in terms of migration are not necessarily in line 
with the state‟s security concerns but rather with societal security demand. However he argues 
that political measures have to be taken if the state neglects societal security concerns. In the 
particular case of Brexit it would be the “perceived” lack of security at British borders which 
cannot protect against the “perceived” enemy, namely the migrant. Doty (2007) associates 
this strategy with Carl‟s Schmitt (1996) political theory of sovereignty. “Carl Schmitt has 
suggested that „the political‟ arises in its possibility with the figure of the enemy. For him the 
essence of sovereignty is located in the state‟s decision on the existence of the enemy” (the 
migrant) which cause an “imminent, existential danger to which this figure gives rise to” 
(Doty 2007: 115). 
If the potential danger is somehow perceived, regardless if realistic or fictional, and the state 
does not intervene, the concept of “vigilantism” as Doty labels it, might become a possible 
scenario. Another example from an intercontinental perspective is the civil self-proclaimed 
border control group “Minuteman” in the United States. Although this formation does not 
have particularly a political background they follow societal concerns such as migration. The 
Minuteman declare “illegal immigrants” as an inevitable threat toward the U.S. society and 
suppose that state does not take suitable measures against it. Hence they initiate border 
controls and seek for illegal immigrants in order to arrest them. Within their public campaigns 
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the Minuteman try to mobilize the mass and use selective propaganda slogan like “Take an 
illegal alien down” to fuel hostility towards immigrants. (Doty 2007) These strategies appear 
to be very familiar to the election campaign of presidential candidate Donald Trump, who was 
an independent actor opposed to the elites who hitherto determined the policy of the state.  
Like the Minutemen, he argued that the state was not defending societal sovereignty and 
hence acted on his own. With the state he associates elites who are responsible for the failure 
of the state from the society‟s point of view. However, how can be analyse this radical 
movements against migration in a political context? According to the approaches of the 
Copenhagen School, migration was constructed as threat to state security by political and 
security leaders, who were mostly opposed to the state and had the power to create knowledge 
of security including the level and sobriety of the issue. Through the so called “speech act” 
“the issue is presented as an existential threat, requiring emergency measures and justifying 
actions outside the normal bounds of political procedure” (Buzan, Waever & de Wilde 1998: 
23). Along these lines securitization can be described as the procedure through which 
migration arises as a security issue, not necessarily due to its nature as a threat, but rather 
because of its perception. Furthermore migration is particular adaptable to societal security 
since it is associated with “border-crossing-activities” which could be transmitted in this 
context as “crossing the own identity activities”.  
 
2.3.Critical Discourse Analysis 
 
Derived from this assumption we have to confront the question if societal security threats indeed 
originate from the given diversity of identities or rather from induced opinions on behalf of 
politicians who act opposed to state sovereignty and hence in favor of societal sovereignty and 
the state sovereignty. Hereby I will scrutinize political speeches from the US presidential 
elections and the Brexit referendum with view of international migration. To do so, this thesis 
will argue from a post-positivist epistemological perspective using the theoretical approaches 
and methods of post-structuralism and critical discourse analysis. The critical discourse analysis 
contents a negotiation and construction of meaning of the social world which are transposed in 
language. Rhetorical strategies which occur in discourses influence the way we perceive social 
facts and help us to identify and establish connections among different subjects. (Foucault 1972) 
Hence discourse analysis shapes our own perception of reality and can be a useful tool in 
highlighting the way in which social discursive practices convey meaning to migration 
discourses, through contestation and communicative action.  In order to relate power, identity 
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and discourse in an efficient way, we need the cognitive interface of theories which contain 
knowledge, attitudes, ideologies and other social representations of the social mind as a 
collective.  Hence the research goal is not to explain why Trump and Farage for instance refer in 
their speeches to racial assumptions of migrants, but to demonstrate the means through which it 
is being discursively constructed. Discourse-analytical approaches with regard to political topics 
as migration have been especially valuable in pointing out the identities and subjects constructed 
through policy makers towards their audience. Drawing upon the research question it can explain 
the root of societal security threats and its relation to power and “border” identity deduced from 
a theoretical framework of mainstream security studies and critical theory approaches such as 
CCS and CBS. (Aydin-Düzgit 2013) 
 
3. Criminalisation in Politics  
 
3.1. Historical discourse on migration in the United States and the United Kingdom 
 
In order to understand the migration discourse behind societal sovereignty it proves useful to 
take a look back on the history of migration in the United Stated and Europe and to evaluate 
patterns which contributed to manifested beliefs within the society and politics in the modern 
era.  
From the 1960s onwards Europe experienced drastic changes in terms of state formation, 
sovereignty development, identity and migration.  
Societal insecurities caused changing migration flows and structures appeared visible in 
political elections, statements of policy makers and politicians, anti-immigration initiatives, 
which developed in favour of right wing parties. (Fetzer 2000) Accordingly new policy 
statements were merged to the call of reducing migration. With Britain leading the way, the 
Commonwealth Immigrants Act from 1962 was primarily implemented to promote policies 
which contributed to the restriction of New Commonwealth migration. Consequently France 
and Germany launched importation programs in 1973-1974.  However, migration became 
stronger over the time and hindered states to reduce flows once they were settling. (Massey et 
al. 1998) Due to provisions of free movements established within the process of European 
integration, the control over the migration of third-country members in EU country depended 
on each other‟s regulation and could not be decided independently per country  
As the geopolitical structure of Europe transformed, migration started to become politicized at 
a European Union level. Policymaker‟s statements of migration were increasingly leaned on 
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the destabilizing impacts of migration and to the threat towards public security and order. 
According to several studies the security strategy of the European Union‟s policies on 
migration became increasingly focused on border security, deportation proposals and 
surveillance of asylum seekers in the framework  
In controversy, migration restrictions in the United Kingdom became more generous, 
especially with regard to citizens and workers from Eastern European countries which joined 
the European Union in 2004. Unlike many countries in the EU, the UK allowed immediate 
migration from these new countries without any asylum procedure. This circumstance 
contributed heavily to the creation of anti-migrant sentiment among British people which is 
considered as the main reason for the Brexit results in 2016. Nigel Farage, the main leader of 
the Brexit campaign, accused in many statements the European Union of undermining the 
British nationality and economy due to these previous migration flows. Regardless the fact 
that this bilateral agreement was implemented in mutual consent, Farage‟s speeches about an 
“invasion” of Eastern European migrants who “flooded” the British society and thus threat the 
British culture has been well received within the British society. By the election campaign‟s 
slogan “We want our borders back”, “We want more control over our borders” and “Let‟s 
stop open door migration” (BBC 2016) Farage refers only in the second instance to the border 
itself. Rather, he appealed on the British identity and its fear that foreign culture possibly 
threatens the British culture and causes disorder within the society. Hereby we can observe a 
classic confrontation of the state versus society. Whilst the European Union (and the UK) 
argued for migration flows from Eastern European, elements of the society, represented by 
Farage, did not agree upon this decision.  
The United States on the other hand positioned as a country of migrants in the world‟s history. 
Hence the increment of migrants within the decades was not so strongly illustrated as a threat 
to the national identity of the state, as reviewed in the case of the European Union. Rather 
than focusing on refugees or asylum seekers the United States linked migration debates to the 
US-Mexican border and illegal migration. (Andreas & Snyder 2000) The United States 
established due to increased labour demand within World War II, a bilateral agreement, the 
Bracero Accord, which enabled foreign workers to circulate in and out of the United States at 
discretion. In 1964 the United States abandoned the Bracero Accord in order to curb 
migration from Latin American countries of former recruitment (Fernández-Kelly & Massey 
2007).  As a consequence Ronald Regan signed 1986 the Immigration Reform and Control 
Act of 1986 (IRCA) with the goal to reduce illegal migration into the United States, in 
particular from Mexico. Additionally policies were implemented to prosecute employers who 
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consciously employed illegal immigrants (Andreas & Snyder 2000). In the 1990s, border 
enforcement increased rapidly due to the introduction of Operation Gatekeeper, an advanced 
border reinforcement strategy which functioned as a “territorial denial” towards illegal 
migrants due to an increase of border control agents and bases (Nevins 2002: 2). Subsequently 
the Immigration Reform and Immigration Responsibility Act of 1996, signed by Bill Clinton 
strengthen and rationalised U.S. immigration laws. However, these policies had only a 
relatively small impact on migration structures and flows likewise the increased border 
enforcement. Instead of crossing the borders through legal entries along the border, migrants 
started to enter from rural zones with low presence of state authority. (Cornelius 1998). 
Despite the moderate success of these implementations the perception of the domestic 
population toward immigrants changed sustainably in terms of securitization. “They have 
done so by reaffirming the resilience and significance of the border, even if the gesture is 
largely symbolic.” (Rudolph 2005: 12). Along these lines we can conclude that border 
reinforcement measures in the United States rather contributed towards societal sovereignty 
than towards migration improvement. Rudolph (2005) refers hereby to the influence of the 
border on societal perceptions and the emotions which arise and divide the society into “we” 
and “the others”. These emotions categorise and characterise migrants in further consequence 
as a public threat and transform politics, appealing to societal sovereignty into emotional 
driven governance and “politics of fear”. (Crawford 2014).  
 
4. Critical discourse analysis on Brexit and the presidential elections 2016 
 
As reviewed in the theoretical foundation of this paper, Critical Discourse Analysis is a tool 
for analytical discourse research and practice which is concerned to analyze and point out 
how social power relation and abuse as well as inequality and ethical violations are 
reproduced in a political context (Van Dijk 1985). Thus the crucial element of CDA is the 
“critical” elaboration within the discourse. It shows the connections and assumptions of 
causes which are invisible or hidden at first glance and denounce drawbacks for disadvantages 
groups or individuals (Fairclough 1992: 9). Discourse in this context integrates different 
patterns including approaches from sociology, political sciences, linguistic and other scientific 
disciplines which elaborates data for empirical analysis where the text is just part of a process 
of social interaction. (Fairclough 1989: 24) The Critical Discourse Analysis focuses on the 
language as a social practice in the framework of cultural, social and political aspects and 
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illustrates hereby the high importance of the linkage between the textual structure in a social 
context and the society.  
Within this thesis the main object of this Critical Discourse Analysis will be public speeches, 
propaganda, and transcribed interviews of the politician of the UK Independence Party and 
main leader of the Brexit Campaign Nigel Farage as well as from the US presidential 
candidate Donald Trump. The aim of this Critical Discourse Analysis is to elaborate in which 
way they use language, power and ideology to debate and suggest national migration concerns 
and try to persuade the public hereby to support policies.  
To do so, I will apply the model of “Systematic Functional Grammar (SFG)“ by the 
Australian linguist Michael Alexander Kirkwood Halliday (1985) as the foundation of the 
Critical Discourse Analysis. According to Halliday (1985) can subdivide the SFG into two 
different parts of grammar: the systematic grammar and the functional grammar. “Systemic 
grammar aims to explain the internal relations in language as a system network, or meaning 
potential. And this network consists of subsystems from which language users make choices. 
Functional grammar aims to reveal that language is a means of social interaction, based on the 
position that language system and the forms that make it up are inescapably determined by the 
uses or functions which they serve”. (Zhuanglin 1988: 307) 
 
The structure of the Critical Discourse Analysis in this paper is built upon Sharififar and 
Rahimi‟s analysis of UN speeches by Barack Obama and Hassan Rouhani from 2004 
(Sharififar & Rahimi 2015) and attempts to contribute to new political assumptions with view 
of recent events such as the Brexit campaign and the U.S. presidential elections 2016. 
Halliday (1985) asserts that the process of these two analyses can be divided in the following 
order: the analysis, the interpretation and the evaluation. The analysis consists of infinite 
practical functions which can be summed up into a bundle of meta-functions, which are 
natural in each language. He points out three main meta-function in this regard: the ideational 
function, the interpersonal function and the textual function. These functions are from high 
importance in the process of the analysis and contribute to a better understanding of essential 
key words and topics in political contexts.  The interpretation serves as an empirical part of 
the analysis whilst the evaluation concludes the examined assumptions and transforms them 
into a critical discourse. 
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4.1. Analysis and Interpretation:  
Study on speech samples of Nigel Farage and Donald Trump 
 
Trump's speech on migration (Phoenix, Arizona at the Phoenix Convention Center 
10/29/2016) includes 6880 words that constitute 563 sentences and 193 paragraphs whilst 
Farage‟s speech on migration (London, UKIP Convention, 03/04/2015) includes 1100 words 
with 39 sentences and 11 paragraphs.  
Derived from these speeches we come to the following conclusions. Firstly Farage as well as 
Trump use simple words and a colloquial style of talking. By doing so, they are able to reduce 
the distance between them and the audience, which consists mostly of working class people, 
as Farage and Trump refer to them in many cases during their speeches. Whilst Trump uses 
short sentences and numerous breaks (paragraphs) within his speech, Farage‟s speech seems 
to be more fluent and certain.  
Table 1 
Speech Samples of Trump and Farage 
Statistical terms  Statistic   
Trump’s speech Farage’s speech 
Words  6880 1100 
Sentences 563 39 
Paragraphs 193 11 
 
In order to apply Halliday‟s “Systematic Functional Grammar” method of the Critical 
Discourse analysis we have to start first the analysis of this speeches with the help of the 
ideational meta-function, the interpersonal function and the textual analysis. 
A. Ideational Meta-function  
The ideational meta-function describes how the human experience influences the perception 
of reality. (Halliday: 1985) Thus this function provides a combination of new elements and 
information about experiences and events from the real and the intuitive world which are 
unfamiliar to the audience. The ideational meta-function uses the “Transitivity Analysis” as 
an instrument. This thesis will be concerned with the three core processes within the 
ideational meta-function in order to examine the samples speech with view to their ideology 
and perspectives on societal security.  
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1. Material processes, which are the physical action in the real world 
2. Relational processes which describe attributes such as homogeneity 
3. Mental processes which precede perception and conception of political speech. (Zhuanglin 
1988) 
A1. Transitivity Analysis of Trump’s and Farage’s speech samples 
In the transitivity analysis we attempt to examine the whole system of the speech instead of 
explaining verbs and the main objective of it. (Thompson 1996: 78)  
“It examines the structure of sentences which are represented by processes, the participants 
involved in these processes, and the circumstances in which processes and participants are 
involved”. (Mehmood et al. 2014: 79) The transitivity analysis attempts to expose particular 
meanings or ideologies within the language which are not obvious at first glance for the 
listener. Hence this analysis aims to point out the linguistic features of a language and its 
functionality in a political context. (Mehmood et al. 2014) 
By doing so, Halliday‟s subcategories, namely the material process, mental process, relational 
process, within this Critical Discourse analysis, are of great importance.  
Material Process  
The material process describes the process in which something is “happening” whilst 
somebody is “doing” something. In order to distinguish between those actions the material 
process requires an “goal” and an “actor”. Whilst the actor is actively regulating the action, 
the “goal” is the result of the actor‟s action. (Sharififar & Rahimi 2015) 
 
Table 2 
Transitivity Analysis of Trump’s speech (Material Process) 
Actor Process Goal 
I, we, America (United 
States), American people, 
Obama, Clinton, (illegal) 
immigrants, Mexican  
murder, beaten, assaulted, 
compete, surrender, pledge, 
come, ignore, build, fix, 
stop, pay, deported, 
terminate, put, remove, 
expand, secure, protect, 
immigration laws, 
deportation, wall, zero 
tolerance, border 
enforcement, law 
enforcement, problem, 
border control, immigration 
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hire, block, enforce, work, 
suspend, reform, brutalise, 
ensure 
system, security, borders,  
 
Table 3 
Transitivity Analysis of Trump’s speech (Material Process) 
 
Actor Process Goal 
I, the UKP, European 
Union, British people, 
immigrants from Southern 
and Eastern Europe 
Change, control, argue, 
manage, benefit, come, 
discriminate, support 
Immigration policy, border 
control, British politics, 
Southern and Eastern 
European immigrants, 
wage compression, this 
nation, open door 
immigration 
 
Within table 2 and 3 the material process indicates the government‟s activities means what 
actors have been done and will be doing in future. The focus within this process is on the 
activity of the speech leader itself (“I”) and the other actors for whom he works or 
antagonizes.  
Derived from table 1 Trump, the United States, the American people, Obama, Clinton, 
Mexican, (illegal) immigrants take actions such as coming, murdering, surrendering, 
brutalising, assaulting, ignoring, competing, building, stopping, deporting, hiring, blocking, 
enforcing, suspending, ensuring, terminating the “goals” which are directly affected by the 
process executed by the actor.  
Same applies to table 2 which engages with the speech of Farage. The actors within this 
process are Nigel Farage (“I”), his party the UKIP, the European Union, immigrants from 
Southern and Eastern Europe, British people who take actions such as coming, discriminating, 
benefiting, changing, controlling, managing, arguing and supporting the “goals” which are 
affected by this action.  
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Practical example from the speeches:  
Trump’s speech:  
We (Actor) will build (Material process) a great wall (Goal) along the southern 
border. And Mexico (actor) will pay for the wall. (Goal) One hundred percent. They (actor) 
don't know it yet, but they're (actor) going to pay (Material process) for it (goal). And they're 
great people and great leaders (actor) but they're (actor) going to pay (material process) for 
the wall (goal). On day one, we (actor) will begin working (material process) on intangible, 
physical, tall, power, beautiful southern border wall (Goal). 
Let's (we) fix (material process) this horrible, horrible, problem (goal). It can be fixed 
quickly. Let's (actor) our secure (material process) our border (goal). Let's (actor) stop 
(material process)  the drugs and the crime from pouring into our country.(goal) Let's (actor) 
protect (material process) our social security and Medicare. (goal). We're (actor) also going 
to hire (material process) 5,000 more Border Patrol agents. (goal) and put (material process) 
more of them (actors) on the border (goal) instead of behind desks which is good. We (actor) 
will expand (material process) the number of border patrol stations (goal) significantly. 
Farage’s speech:  
We (actor) are the only party in British politics that is gonna talk and address (material 
process)  honestly an issue (goal) that is for most people their number one concern in British 
politics. And perhaps it’s no wonder (…) that we are now the most trusted British party 
(actor) to deal (material process) with this issue (goal). We (actor) are really arguing 
(material process) for a policy which is fairer and a policy which is actually more ethical 
(goal) because what we (actor) are currently doing (material process) is that we are 
discriminating (material process) against skilled people who come from countries like India 
or New Zealand we are discriminating (material process) against the Commonwealth and 
against the rest of the world in favor for a continuing open door (goal) to Southern and 
Eastern Europe. 
Relational processes  
The relational process can be divided into the “Identifying Relational” and “Attributive 
Relational” The “Identifying Relational” defines the process of defining an action. The 
involved participants are called “Token” which are identified by the Value. Verbs in this 
context are different tenses of “being” such as am, is, were, was. The “Attributive Relational” 
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holds the purpose of describing the action. The involved participants are called “Carrier” 
which are described by attributes and clauses. Within this process describing verbs such as 
sound, look, seem etc. are used (Sharififar & Rahimi 2015, Mehmood et al. 2014) 
 
Table 4 
Transitivity Analysis of Trump’s and Farage’s speech (Relational Process) 
 
Attributive Relational Process  Identifying Relational Process 
Trump: 
Another victim is Kate Steinle. Gunned 
down in the sanctuary city of San 
Francisco, by an illegal immigrant, 
deported five previous times. And they 
knew he was no good.  
Trump: 
The only core issue in the immigration 
debate is the well-being of the American 
people 
 
The well-being of the American is the 
only core issue in the immigration debate 
Farage: 
And I know this has been a boom for the 
rich because if you are wealthy open door. 
immigration means cheap nannies, 
cheaper chauffeurs and cheaper gardeners. 
Farage: 
A managed immigration policy whilst 
being a member of the European Union, 
where we have an open door (border) to 
half a million people, is an issue. 
 
The issue is a managed immigration 
policy whilst being a member of the 
European Union. 
 
The table shows how we can implement the “identifying Relation Process” and the 
“Attributive Relational Process”. The carrier within Trump‟s speech excerpt is “the illegal 
immigrant” whilst “no good” refers to the attribute. The carrier is illustrated as a real 
phenomenon, underpinned by the verb “was”. If we switch to the perspective of the 
“Identifying Relational Process” the well-being of the American is the “token” and the “core 
issue in the migration debate” is the value. The second example represents an excerpt of 
Farage‟s speech. Hereby the carrier is “the rich” and the belonging attribute “wealthy“. In the 
“Identifying Relational process” the managed migration policy is the token whilst the issue 
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serves as an example for the value. What we can examine here is the hidden relation between 
two scenarios, with a personal and an impersonal phraseology. Hence the “Relational 
Process” can be considered as a procedure where the connection of beliefs and traditional 
beliefs is connected to a certain role in real life as an exemplification. By doing so, the 
speaker aims to embody his intentions and reasons naturally in order that the audience 
unconsciously accepts and confirms it (Wang 2010).  
Mental process  
The “Mental Process” includes affection, certain perceptions, conceptions and realizations as 
well as verbs which express desire or emotions such as feel, think, like, hate, know, see, hear. 
(Sharififar & Rahimi 2015) 
Practical examples from Trump’s and Farage’s speech 
4. Farage: Now I (Sensor) know (Mental process) that there had been beneficiaries of open 
door immigration and many businesses have increased their profit by keeping wages 
unofficially low 
5. Trump: Only the out of touch media elites (Sensor) think (Mental process) the biggest 
problems facing America, you know (Mental process) this, this is what they talk about, facing 
American society today is that there are 11 million illegal immigrants who don't have legal 
status. 
6. Farage: I (Sensor) don’t blame any of these young people to leave one of those countries 
and come to Britain to better their lives, my concern is the impact it had on British workers 
and British families here and I think (Mental process) the change which is led to within our 
communities. 
 
The illustrated examples show on the one hand the “emotionally” sensors which think, feel 
and perceive a certain circumstance. “The sense involves in this process expressed by human 
being or a conscious entity. Human can express their inner feelings to arouse the sense of 
others.” (Sharififar & Rahimi 2015: 346) For instance, Farage uses mental verbs to express 
his commitment to his political beliefs which suit the people‟s expectations. Trump uses 
mental verbs in a reverse and reflective way in which he not only expresses his beliefs but 
also requests the audience to mentally process his spoken content (“you know this“). Within 
this method he wants to convince the audience of his perceptions by putting them in a shared 
context.  
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B. Interpersonal Function  
The interpersonal function expresses the purpose of language which is used to explain social 
and personal relations. Hereby the extracted relation of power and language becomes relevant. 
By this stage, the speech becomes a situation and this situation turns into a speech act. 
Zhuanglin (1988) and O‟Halloran (2006) point out that ''the interpersonal meta-function 
relates to a text's aspects of tenor or interactivity. Like field, tenor comprises three component 
areas: the speaker/writer persona, social distance, and relative social status''. (O‟Halloran 
2006: 15). The persona refers to the attitude and personality of the speaker as well as the place 
where the speech is hold. Within these attributes the language receives a personal nature, 
whether positive or negative. (O‟Halloran 2006) The relative social status examines the 
equality of the speaker or writer in terms of power and knowledge referring to a subject. 
Within this speech act he uses his language to create a connection between him and the 
listener. By doing so, he involves emotions in the spoken context which consists out of 
greetings, information, questions and persuasion. Subsequently Interpersonal Function can be 
expressed through modality and mood. Consequently the Modality Analysis serves as an 
analytical tool of speeches and texts in this context. (Zhuanglin 1988) 
B1. Modality Analysis on Trump’s and Farage’s speech samples 
The Transitivity Analysis explained the structure of sentences in order to point out ideologies 
within the languages which are processed in a hidden context by the speaker. The Modality 
Analysis, as a tool of the interpersonal function, builds upon this concept and provides a deep 
insight into two core components of the speech act: Modal verbs and personal pronouns. 
Modal verbs are used in order to underpin structures which are related to power. They show 
the audience that the speaker is willing to transform words into action. The use of personal 
pronouns shows which actors are involved in the action and how their relation to the audience 
can be interpreted. The difference between the Transitivity Analysis and the Modality 
Analysis hereby is that it aims to examine how personal pronouns are affiliated with the 
audience. The Modality Analysis not only attempts to explain how personal pronouns are 
used but also how strong they influence the speech content. (Sharififar & Rahimi 2015). 
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Modal Verbs 
Table 5 
Modal Verbs structure (Sharififar & Rahimi 2015) 
 
 Low Politness Median Politness High Politness 
positive Can, may, could, 
might 
will, would, should, 
shall 
Must, ought to, 
need, has/have to 
negative Needn‟t, doesn‟t, 
need to, have to  
won‟t, wouldn‟t 
shouldn‟t 
Mustn't, oughtn't, 
can't, couldn't, 
mayn't, mightn't 
hasn't/hadn't to 
 
Table 6 
Modality Analysis of Modal Verbs from Farage’s and Trump’s speech 
 
Sample 
Speech 
Total 
number 
Low politeness Median politeness  High Politeness 
Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative 
Trump 6880 can (58) 
could 
(6) may 
(2) 
Doesn‟t 
(10) 
have to 
(14)  
will (97) 
would 
(14) 
should 
(9) 
 
 
Won‟t 
(5) 
Wouldn‟t 
(3)  
need 
(10) 
must (7) 
have to 
(14) 
has to 
(1) 
Can‟t 
(3) 
Haven‟t 
(1) 
Farage 1100 Can (1) 
could 
(2) 
have to 
(1) need 
to (1) 
Will (4) 
Would 
(5) 
 
- Need (3) 
Have to 
(1) 
 
- 
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According to the Modality Analysis in table 7 it becomes visible that the approximately most 
frequent word in both speeches is “will”. Additionally, Trump uses the word “can” quite often 
whilst Farage refers to “would” 5 times in his speech. In summary it can be alleges that both 
speeches use median politeness with a positive tendency. How can we interpret this result?  
Halliday (1985) points out that modality is often connected with power. High modality, or 
high politeness in this context expresses certainty about the content of the speaker whilst low 
modality or low politeness shows uncertainty.  
In the sample speeches of Trump and Farage we can examine a median politeness which 
means that speakers do not pin their arguments down on a certain prediction. However, the 
frequency of the word “will” demonstrates that the speaker is aware of changes in the future 
and present within his speech the capability to act accordingly whether these changes are 
positive or not. The word “can” or “would” is future orientated as well and illustrates as well 
a certain capability of handling future actions whilst holding political power (Hameed & 
Ahmed 2015) 
 
Examples of the speeches: 
 
Trump: “We will build a great wall along the southern border. And Mexico will pay for the 
wall.” 
(As soon as he has the power to decide as a president, actions will happen.) 
 
Farage: “This policy will be fairer and this policy will also benefit British working family.” 
(As soon as he has the power to decide as a president, actions will happen.) 
 
Personal Pronouns 
Table 7 
Modality Analysis of Personal Pronouns from Farage’s and Trump’s speech 
Personal pronouns Sample speeches   
Farage‟s speech Trump‟s speech 
First person I (me) 7 36/10 
We (us) 32/3 161/15 
Second person You (you) 2 81 
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Fairclough (1989) asserts that personal pronouns contain certain values which are encoded 
within the language. Within this system a relationship between power, ideology and the 
audience can be determined. Farage and Trump use the first personal pronoun “I”, “me” and 
the possessive pronouns “my” to illustrate their idea and their commitment to this belief. In 
combination with the verb “will” they represent their willingness to adapt their ideas into 
actions. Furthermore personal beliefs and opinions show the individual responsibility of the 
speaker and his conviction and authority regarding the suggested idea. (Hameed & Ahmed 
2015) Table 7 also indicates that Farage as well as Trump use the personal pronoun “we” 
respectively “us” quite frequently“ The purpose of using the personal pronoun 'we' is to 
shorten the distance between the speaker and the audience, nevertheless of their difference in 
age or social status or professions…etc.” (Hameed & Ahmed 2015: 10) Due to the fact that 
the speaker includes the audience in this speech the listeners feel nearer to the speaker and his 
arguments. By doing so, he can persuade the listener more intensely of his intentions. This is a 
very strong part of the speech act in association with societal security. For instance when 
Trump states in his speech that “people around the world believe they can just come on a 
temporary visa and never, ever leave, the Obama-Clinton policy, that's what it is, then we 
have a completely open border, and we no longer have a country” he projects on the audience 
that an open border destroys their identity and their country and they, including Trump, the 
audience and the American people, have to fight against it. When Farage uses “we” he mostly 
refers to him and his party, the UKIP. Due to the personal pronoun “our” he creates a linkage 
Third person He (him) - 3/1 
She (her) - 26/8 
It (it) 9 93 
They (them) 7/2 85/32 
Possessive pronouns Farage‟s speech Trump‟s speech 
My (mine)  2 7 
Our (ours)  12 96 
Your (yours)  - 5 
His (his)   4 
Its (its)  3 5 
Their (theirs)  8 28 
 27 
 
to the party and the audience and underpins the common goal of the exit of the European 
Union.  
C. Textual Meta-function  
 
The textual meta-function relates to mode; the internal organization and communicative 
nature of a text'' (O'Halloran 2006: 36). According to Halliday (1985) the textual meta-
function is characterized by the thematic structure and the cohesion due to key words and 
correlation. The Textual Analysis as a tool connects all parts of the speech and embeds the 
components in a particular structure which exposes the main message and intention of the 
speech. 
 
C1. Textual Analysis on Trump’s and Farage’s Speech samples 
The textual analysis is concerned with the internal structure within the text in order to 
communicate a certain message. The text or speech ought to be connected, structured logical, 
easy understandable including strong repetitive key words to convince the audience of the 
speech content. (Wang 2010) 
Within this thesis it is of special interest to elaborate whether Trump and Farage foster 
societal security concerns in their speeches whilst using the border as a symbol of national 
identity. By doing so, a textual analysis by extracting essential key words of the speeches 
proves to be a useful tool.  
Table 8 
Textual Analysis of Key Words from Farage’s and Trump’s speech 
Speech sample Key words  
Trump border (24), open border (8), immigrant(s) 
(23), immigration (45), Clinton (23), Obama 
(12), American (27) 
Farage border (6), open door (4), control (8), 
immigration (12), European Union (3), 
British (12) 
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After examining the relevant key words the next step includes the coding of the speech in a 
certain structure including the main messages of the content.  
Within this framework Trump`s speech can be structured as the following:  
1. Salutation 
2. Introduction, where Trumps talks about a meeting with the Mexican president:  
“I've just landed having returned from a very important and special meeting with the 
President of Mexico (…) We agree on the importance of ending the illegal flow of 
drugs, cash, guns, and people across our border, and to put the cartels out of business.” 
3. Explanation about different attacks of immigrants on American people and reasons why 
illegal immigrants are dangerous: “Countless Americans who have died in recent years would 
be alive today if not for the open border policies of this administration (…).””Also among the 
victims of the Obama-Clinton open borders policy was Grant Ronnebeck (…).” 
4. Deviation to Obama and Clinton as enemies and scapegoats 
5. Comparison and accusation of Obama´s and Clinton´s policies who are not committed 
enough to the American people  
6. Explanation of 10 steps he aims to implement within his legislation period as a president 
7. Encouraging the audience to follow his ideas and beliefs by pointing out the common goal: 
“You know, folks, it's called a two-way street. It is a two-way street, right? We need a system 
that serves our needs, not the needs of others. Remember, under a Trump administration it's 
called America first. Remember that.” 
8. Representing himself as the person who can solve all those issues and showing personal 
and friendly aspects: “This election, and I believe this, is our last chance to secure the border, 
stop illegal immigration and reform our laws to make your life better.” “I’m going to ask all 
the Angel Moms to come join me on the stage right now. These are amazing women.” 
 
Farage`s speech can be structured in a similar order: 
 
1. Salutation 
2. Introduction, where Farage talks about the success of immigration in the United Kingdom 
in the past in comparison with the current situation: “During that 15 year period where about 
20 up to 50.000 people net had come into the United Kingdom, it was manageable in terms of 
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numbers and it was actually a great success in terms of integration.(...) But since that time big 
mistake has been made, big mistakes by the name of the government and big mistakes as a 
result of our membership in the European Union.” 
3. Explanation of migration flows to the United Kingdom from Eastern Europe: “We opened 
up the door unconditionally to ten former communist countries”. “The fact is that we cannot 
have a managed immigration policy and continue to be member of the European Union where 
we have an open door (border) to half a million people. 
4. Derivation to the European Union as enemy and scapegoat 
5. Explanation what the UKIP is planning to do against those problems: “It is only UKIP 
which is prepared honestly to deal with this situation and to offer a positive solution”. “We 
want an Australian style point system to decide who comes to live, work and settle in this 
country.” 
7. Encouraging the audience to follow his ideas and beliefs by pointing out the common goal: 
“We are the only party in British politics that is gonna talks and address honestly an issue 
that is for most people their number one concern in British politics.” We are really arguing 
for a policy which is fairer and a policy which is actually more ethical” 
8. Representing himself as the person who can solve all those issues and showing personal and 
friendly aspects: “My family were migrants from France (…) the most successful migrant group 
 
IV. Evaluation  
 
The evaluation is the last step of Halliday‟s Critical Discourse Analysis and ought to serve a 
validation and explanation of the analysed speech. What conclusion does this examination of 
Farage‟s and Trump‟s speeches provide us in view of the stated research question? Can we 
assert that Farage and Trump foster societal security concerns on purpose in order to enhance 
their power and persuade the audience of goals, which follow mainly their interests as 
politicians? Furthermore, how can we relate these results to the significant symbol of societal 
sovereignty, the border?  
Firstly, the transitivity analysis provides use with information to examine the conception of 
societal security. Within the material process we can see that Trump and Farage use specific 
verbs within their speeches to communicate their main goal. Although both aim to cut down 
migration, they approach this debate from different angles. Trump‟s usage of verbs is very 
offensive; he associates migrants with violence and criminality and includes practical 
examples of crime caused by migrants to underpin his statement and persuade the audience by 
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an empirical example by his point of view. Within this framework Trump points out that he 
has to answer in an aggressive and defensive way to “stop criminal migrants” and “protect the 
civilisation”. Hereby he plays very strongly with Carl Schmitt‟s (1996) “friend – enemy” 
distinction by using stereotypes: the great white American versus the criminal migrant.  
Farage, on the other hand, approaches migration from the perspective of control. “Nearly half 
(49%) of leave voters said the biggest single reason for wanting to leave the EU was „the 
principle that decisions about the UK should be taken in the UK‟”. One third (33%) said the 
main reason was that leaving “offered the best chance for the UK to regain control over 
immigration and its own borders.” (Lord Ashcroft 2016) From his point of view, migrants 
bring along disorder due to foreign cultural influence on the own identity and low labour 
skills which disrupt the economy of the United Kingdom. Farage answers with a 
reinforcement of control and a better management of migration flows which can be only 
achieved by leaving the European Union. Both actors involve personal feelings and attempt to 
arouse emotions in the listeners.  
Whilst Farage campaign with control and management over migration he tries to present 
himself as a strong leader with heart. Farage includes various personal thoughts in his speech 
to animate the audience to take him as a “good hearted” human, who is generally not opposed 
against migration but against “labour” migration from Eastern Europe and the “failed” policy 
of the European Union to prevent it.  
Trump on the other hand starts in his speech right away with very strong, negative emotions. 
It is from great interest for Trump, that the audience follows every statement he proposes, 
regardless of its extremity. Hence, he includes the audience actively in his dialogue and 
suggests, that each of his argument is in line with the opinion of the listener. Additionally he 
lowers the distance between him and the audience until a minimum because he needs the 
listener to identify himself utterly with the spoken context.  
 
The modality analysis, in second instance, enables us to build upon the transitivity analysis 
and specify the elaborated assumptions. Thinking of a real-time speech we reached now the 
point where the listener reprocesses the received security concerns and identify them as a 
potential threat to society. The disagreement on certain phenomena of current politics on part 
of the population turned now into societal security concerns. Consequently, the audience 
expects now that the speaker acts as fast and efficient as possible to eliminate these concerns. 
Farage and Trump react accordingly. In the middle of the speech we can observe that they use 
numerous modal verbs which ought to underline the actions which are soon taken by the 
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politics against the illustrated drawbacks. Symbiotically as in the transitivity analysis they use 
personal pronouns in combination with modal verbs to integrate the audience not only in the 
opinion but also in the action. Within this process they exchange their power with the 
audience in reversal way. “We will stop migration and control our borders”. (Farage) “We 
will stand up against criminal aliens”. (Trump)  
As examined before, societal security can be only reinforced efficiently if the politicians 
appeals on the identity of the audience. By doing so, Farage and Trump have to use a key 
word with which the audience can associate an active invasion on their identity as a certain 
national of the country. Hereby, the border gains importance. Trump wants to close the 
border, Farage wants to control it. However, what they really intend is to create a new form of 
sovereignty which is beyond the territorial one – namely the societal sovereignty. According 
to Carl Schmitt (1996) societal security becomes effective if the state fails in its duty to 
protect the society. To make the society believe, that the state cannot protect them Trump and 
Farage have to point out before in which potential “danger” they are because of the state‟s 
inactions. Within this framework the “danger” is not necessarily referred to existential threats 
but rather to identity. The past has proven that the protection of the personal identity is often 
stronger prioritized than the personal well-being. Soldiers go to war for their country because 
they have to fight for their identity, Trump intends to invest money in enhanced border 
control  instead of setting up a new global anti-terror agenda, Farage controls the border 
instead and promotes to leave the European Union - having in mind that the British economy 
will massively suffer from this decision. Societal Sovereignty implies being a community, 
going against the system and follow own rules to maintain the own identity, which 
characterizes the life of each citizen.  
However, in order to create a community, the society has to be convinced to bundle their 
power and to go against somebody or something which is supposedly responsible for the 
state‟s failure. Hence, Trump and Farage used mainly the current migration debates as an 
instrument of persuading the people. The migrant itself is hereby just the figure (“token”) of 
an enemy who enhances the cohesion of the society whilst the border represents the identity 
of the society “value” which is threatened and requires societal sovereignty to be combated.  
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5. Conclusion 
 
5.1. World without borders and migration restrictions 
 
This thesis points out how important borders and migration policies are in terms of societal 
security. Whilst borders represent a protection line of identity, migration policies illustrate a 
protection against the “unknown” enemy who intends to enter the country. However, the 
political speeches of Farage and Trump, as well as their victory in the Brexit campaign and 
the presidential elections, showed, how powerful societal security can be in a political 
context. Hence, the concluding part of this thesis calls the conception of borders and 
migration policies into question and critically assesses the idea of a world without borders.  
 
Theoretically, this approach is not as surreal as it may seem. Political liberalism, as preached 
and practised in the “Western” world campaigns for commitment to individualism, freedom, 
pluralism, justice and democracy (Rawls 1993).  Indeed, we can observe in nation states such 
as the members of the European Union a more liberal approach towards migration than in past 
centuries. Due to multilateral agreements borders within Europe became less meaningful and 
individual freedom reinforced. 
Within nation states and even across certain borders, such as within the European 
Union or in regions where borders are traditionally less meaningful, we can observe some 
freedom to choose where to live and where to work. Nevertheless, this privilege is just 
accessible for a certain group of nationality, namely EU citizens and presents therefore a form 
of exclusiveness which limits freedom and fosters authoritarian migration regimes. (Düvell 
2003). Some countries might argue that these delimitations are necessarily for maintaining 
stability and order inside the country and protecting it against external threats. However, how 
can we justify that migrants cause disorder and instability, labour market competition, 
burdens on the welfare and threats to the national security?  Within the US presidential 
elections 2016, several research institutions published recent statistics which showed that the 
crime rates of illegal immigrants was significantly lower than the one of legal residents and 
citizens. The United Kingdom did not economically suffer from migration flows from Eastern 
Europe bur rather responded to global labour markets which required flexible workers and 
mobile labour flows. German workers did not receive a one bedroom apartment from the 
government because the Syrian‟ refugee takes away all the money and accommodations from 
the state but rather because his wage was not sufficient enough due to internal economic 
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regulations. The list is long but remains unspoken in world politics. Then above all, it is the 
society‟s fear of the loss of their identity and thus the loss of their sovereignty which cannot 
disprove with statistics and facts. (Mehmet et al. 1999). 
 
Along these lines we cannot argue from a rational point of view for migration policy 
enforcements or more border controls except for as a response to perceived threats to identity. 
Hence, the question whether migrants should be included or excluded puts us in an ethical 
dilemma. From a liberal angle, every human is dedicated to moral equality, the freedom of 
choice and universal autonomy (Dworkin 1982, Rawls 1993). However Rawls (1993) argues 
that if borders are arbitrary than nationality is arbitrary which underlines the statement of 
disorder within the sovereignty of the state. A practical example of ethical conflicts in this 
regard would be the lifeboat. Philbrick (2001) explains that the lifeboat is an experience of the 
reconstruction of a sailing vessel where either all passenger or some get selected on the 
expenses of the others for survival. According to this study, the selected survivors suffered 
after their salvation from strong depressions whilst some of them even died. “This example 
demonstrates the risks of utilitarian decisions, and, translated into immigration politics, it 
might serve as a warning that the exclusion of migrants on economic grounds is itself not 
without risks to those who aim to defend their economic, social, or cultural survival.” (Düvell 
2003: 203) Derived from this approach there can be no legitimate non-racist immigration 
controls (Cohen 2003) since racist immigration policies lead to racist societies and 
simultaneously reinforce each other. (Castles 1987) Nevertheless, it can be argued that racism 
does just underpin the coherence of a society in a short run. From a longer perspective, the 
xenophobia itself creates a bigger threat to society than the migrants initially were. It divides 
the society in different camps and creates what was feared in first place - instability and 
disorder. Consequently it proves to be difficult to find real evidence for the argument of many 
politicians. Rather, the struggle of the migration policies of the nation states can be found in 
the policies itself.  Düvell (2002) points out, that modern migration policies have failed in two 
ways. Firstly, flows of illegal migration show evidence that migration control in terms of 
reinforced border control does not work. The same situation can be observed at immigration 
control agencies which are drowning in bureaucracy without clear guidelines and necessary 
reforms. New migration regimes would require more flexibility which merges to neoliberal 
goals of the states. Having these conclusions in mind, how can we explain that there are still 
borders and migration reinforcement measures by politicians as Trump or Farage? Both 
nations did not base their immigration concerns on the recent refugee crisis, which means that 
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there had been fundamental errors in the perception of migration before our world had to face 
terrorism and conflict zones in the Middle East. (Düvell 2002) 
 
Simon (1989) alleges that the function of a border is to maintain a system of different rights 
(such as different nationalities, races, wages) and strengthen these differences “in order to 
keep individuals where they are.” Within this approach, it is asserted that borders do not 
benefit the receiving country but only the migrant. (Simon 1989: 19) Hence the border serves 
again as a symbol for something which is not related to the actual purpose but rather to 
societal beliefs or values. Hereby, we can see the border as a symbol capitalism and strength 
whilst migration regimes serve as a mirror of a typical value-added chain of the Western 
world.   
 
Considering these gathered facts I come to the conclusion that a world without borders would 
be economical and ethically justified and from a liberal point of view as an inherent human 
right but nevertheless, realisable. As long as borders represent a prerequisite of capitalism, 
exclusiveness and, as elaborated before – identity - politics and society will not be willing to 
accept open borders and free movement due to slackened migration policies.  
Although a world without borders would be most likely fairer it ought to be questioned if the 
world even calls for fairness. History shows us that the society does not agree on equal 
opportunities for everybody. Rather, it seems that every community aims to be better than the 
other one and competes with those communities, which try to be equal to them. Brexit voters 
want believe that European workers are not equal to them and Trump points out in every 
speech that the existence of classes will make America “great again”. Whether the border 
does exist geographically or not; as long as our society rejects the idea of equality, migration 
policies will fail, the borders will never fade and societal sovereignty will always be against – 
not with the system.  
But how can politics transfer the belief of equality if they are built upon equality within their 
own society and exclusiveness towards those outside? Trump‟s and Farage‟s success can be 
explained by their position against the state which is represented by elites. These elites 
represent inequality due to their decisions which are taken over the head of the society. As a 
result, the society transforms into a “self-helping system” and rebels against the state. Thus 
changes can only take place if modern politics start to focus on the societal sovereignty and 
acknowledge their power. Otherwise politics of fear will turn into politics of hate and societal 
sovereignty will take over the state.  
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